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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This action is responsive to communications: application, filed 9/23/2003; 
amendment filed 5/25/2007. 

2. Claims 1-31, 65, 67 and 68 are pending in the case. Claims 2, 26, and 65 have 
been cancelled. 

Election/Restrictions 

3. This application contains claims 32-64, 66, 69 and 70 drawn to an invention 
nonelected with traverse in Paper No. 20070216. Applicant has not provided any 
argument to traverse the Election/Restriction requirement. Therefore the Restriction is 
considered Final. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation of 
nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1 .144) See MPEP § 821 .01 . 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but are not persuasive: 



I. Rejection of Claims 1-24. 65, 67 and 68 Under 35 U.S.C. SI 01 
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Independent claim 1 has been amended to overcome the 101 rejection. In particular, 
claim 1 as amended is directed towards a system that facilitates identifying human 
interaction, comprising a computer processor for executing the following software 
components, the system is recorded on a computer-readable medium and capable of 
execution by a computer, comprising several elements as described in the claim. 
However, as described by the claim, the system is recorded on a computer readable 
medium. The system also comprises a computer processor for executing software. 
Therefore, the system includes computer hardware (the processor), and the system is 
recorded on the computer readable medium. It is clear that the hardware cannot be 
recorded on computer readable medium. Therefore, the amendment to claim has 
rendered the claim indefinite. In addition, it is not clear if the claim is directed to a 
computer hardware (processor) or software that is recorded on computer readable 
medium, or a combination of both. Therefore, the rejection under section 101 is 
maintained until the claim language clearly defines the components of the system. 

It is noted that a minor change to claim language may be enough to overcome both the 
rejections under 101 and 112 second paragraph. For example, stating; "a system that 
facilitates identifying human Interaction, comprising a computer processor executing 
software components, the software components recorded on a computer-readable 
medium and being executed by said computer processor** may be enough to overcome 
said rejections. The same applies to claims 67 and 68. 
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II. Rejection of Claims 1-5 Under 35 U.S.C, §1 02(e) 

Applicant argues: Tinkas et ai does not teach or suggest each and every element as 
set forth in the subject claims." In particular applicant argues: "Pinkas et al merely 
discloses establishing a secure channel between a human user and an application running on a 
computer system, via generating a unique identifier (PIN) associated with a user. (See pg. 2, 
paragraph [0021 ]). Applicants' claimed system utilizes order-based HIPs from a database to 
determine that access has been initiated by a human. Order-based HIPs, unlike sequence-based 
HIPs or PINs, require different techniques to be solved, such as not only identifying individual 
elements, but also providing the correct order of the relevant elements." However, the PIN 
must also be entered in the correct order. A PIN, which is a plurality of objects 
(characters), and must be entered in sequence, represents an order-based problem, 
and applicant has not provided any reason to the contrary. 

Applicant further argues: "Pinkas et al does not utilize an order-based HIP to distinguish 
between a computer and a human." However, as described in the Abstract, Pinkas teaches 
identifiers in a format that is recognizable by a human and not readily recognizable by 
an automated agent. 



III. Reiection of Claims 6-31, 65. 67 and 68 Under 35 U.S.C. S103fa) 
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With regards to the above said claims, and particularly claim 25, applicant again argues 
that Order-based HIPs, unlike sequence-based HIPs or PINs, require different 
techniques to be solved, such as not only identifying individual elements, but also 
providing the correct order of the relevant elements. However, as mentioned above, the 
PIN must also be entered in the correct order, and therefore, meets the requirements of 
the claim. 

With regards to claim 25, the applicant also argues that Mizrah is not being used to 
teach the requirements of claim 25, and based on that reason concludes that Mizrah 
does not teach the requirements of claim 25. However, the requirements of claim 25 are 
taught by Pinkas, as discussed above and detailed in the following section. Examiner 
also notes that the fact Mizrah is not being used in rejection of claim 25 is not an explicit 
or implicit admission that Mizrah does not teach the requirements of claim 25. 

35 use § 112 Sixth Paragraph 

5. Claim 68 uses the phrase "means for" to describe claim limitations. Therefore, 
the first prong of the 3-prong analysis to invoke treatment of the claim limitations under 
35 U.S.C. 112, Sixth paragraph is passed. However, the claim will not be treated under 
section 112, Sixth paragraph because the claim fails to pass the third prong of the 3- 
prong test. As described in the following rejection under section 1 12 second paragraph, 
claim 68 fails to clearly define the invention. Particularly, the claim is directed to a 
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system that includes a processor. The system is also recorded on a computer readable 
medium, but a processor cannot be recorded. Therefore, the general structure of the 
system is undefined. The claim also includes several "means" that are capable of 
execution by a computer. Therefore, it appears that the "means" is"software". However, 
"software" is not a structure. Therefore, the structure of the "means for" is not defined, 
and it is not possible to determine if the phrase "means for" is modified by the structure 
for achieving the specified function (see MPEP section 2181). Accordingly, the claim 
does not pass the third prong, and will not be treated under section 112, Sixth 
paragraph. 

If the applicant intends to treat claim 68 under section 112, Sixth paragraph, the 
applicant is hereby requested to identify the parts of the specification , which explicitly 
state, with reference to the terms and phrases of the claim element, what structure or 
act performs the function recited in the claim element. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1 , 67 and 68 rejected as falling to define the invention in the manner 
required by 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 
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The claim(s) are narrative in form and replete with indefinite and functional or 
operational language. The structure which goes to make up the device must be clearly 
and positively specified. The structure must be organized and correlated in such a 
manner as to present a complete operative device. The claimed invention is directed to 
a system. As described by the claim, the system is recorded on a computer readable 
medium. The system also comprises a computer processor for executing software. 
Therefore, the system includes computer hardware (the processor), and the system is 
recorded on the computer readable medium. It is clear that the hardware cannot be 
recorded on computer readable medium. Therefore, the structure which goes to make 
up of the device is undefined. 

Claim Rejections ' 35 use § 101 

8. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof,. may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

9. Claims 1-24, and 65, 67, and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

9.1 . Claims 1-24 are directed to a system, which per page 7, lines 23 to 30 of 
specification is defined as: "As used in this application, the terms "component" and 
"system" are intended to refer to a computer-related entity, either hardware, a 
combination of hardware and software, software, or software in execution. For example, 
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a component may be, but is not limited to being, a process running on a processor, a 
processor, an object, an executable, a thread of execution, a program, and/or a 
computer. By way of illustration, both an application running on a server and the server 
can be a component. One or more components may reside within a process and/or 
thread of execution and a component may be localized on one computer and/or 
distributed between two or more computers." 

Therefore, applicant's claims 1-24 are directed to components that are computer 
software, which is a non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

11. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Pinkas 
(US Patent Application publication No. 2004/0073813). filed 4/25/2003. 
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1 1 .1 . As per claim 1 . Pinkas is directed to a system facilitates identifying human 
interaction (abstract) comprising a computer processor for executing the following 
software components, the system is recorded on a computer-readable medium and 
capable of execution by a computer: an access control component that controls access 
to one of a computer-based action and computer-based application (parag. 21-22 
describes an authentication system, which is a form of an access control to computer 
applications); and an identification component that facilitates determining that access is 
initiated by a human (parag. 21, where RTT distinguishes between a human and an 
automated program), the identification component presenting an order-based problem 
to be solved before access is allowed (the pin must be identified by the user and 
returned to the server for authentication. The pin must be entered in sequence, and 
therefore representing a solution to an order-based problem. This is clearly shown by 
Pinkas in, for example, parag 34), the order-based problem comprising an 
arrangement of a plurality of objects whereby a user is asked to correctly identify at 
least a subset of the objects as well as to identify them in a particular order (the pin is 
comprised of characters, which are a form of an object, and must be recognized and 
entered in order as described in rejection of claim 1) the order being based at least in 
part upon a set of instructions provided to the user (parag 31 to 34 indicates that the 
user must follow instructions to enter the PIN), and the identification component 
communicating with an order-based problem database to retrieve order-based 
problems as needed (As shown in Fig. 1 and associated text, the PIN is generated in 
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item 103, which is in communication with the server. Note also that parag. 32 shows 
that the PIN information is stored in memory). 

1 1 .2. As per claim 3, Pinkas is directed to the system of claim 2, the objects 
comprising images, pictures, shapes, characters, and other visual elements which are 
identifiable by a human (the characters in the pin are identifiable by a human). 

1 1 .3. As per claim 4, Pinkas is directed to the system of claim 3, wherein any one of 
the images, pictures, shapes, characters, and other visual elements vary in at least one 
of size, dimension, color, and distortion (parag. 24). 

1 1 .4. As per claim 5, Pinkas is directed to the system of claim 1 , the order-based 
problem being an order-based human interactive proof (HIP) (parag. 21 , where it is 
shown a human interaction is detected and use of RTT is suggested). 

Claim Rejections ' 35 use § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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13. Claims 6-31, 65, 67, and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pinkas as applied to claims 1-5 above, and further in view of Mizrah 
(U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0225880, filed 5/7/2003). 

13.1. As per claim 6, Pinkas is directed to the system of claim 1, the order-based 
problem being a "start to end" HIP wherein a user is required to find a path of a 
consistent type and identify objects such as characters along the path (per parag. 24, 
the characters must be recognized along a path from start to end. Pinkas suggests 
recognizing characters along a path. However, Pinkas does not specifically suggest 
recognizing a path. Mizrah clearly teaches recognizing a path buy the user in Figs. 8- 
1 2 and associated text. 

Pinkas and Mizrah are analogous art as they are both directed to establishment of a 
secure channel between a user and a server. At the time of invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person skilled in art to incorporate Mizrah's teachings of recognizing 
a path to the system of Pinkas. The motivation to do so is suggested by Pinkas parag. 
24, where it suggests mapping the characters in different locations on screen, and also 
use of different patterns that is recognizable by a human). 

13.2. As per claim 7, Pinkas and Mizrah are directed to the system of claim 6, wherein 
the path of a consistent type comprises a subset of objects which are connected by a 
consistent type of connector, the connector being selected from a group consisting of 
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any one of arrows, lines, dotted lines, dashed lines, and shapes (use of arrows to 
describe the path is suggested by Mizrah Fig. 9 and associated text). 

13.3. Limitations of claims 8-24 are directed to use and modification of different types 
of shapes and patterns, inclusion of background and foreground noise to partially 
obscure the objects, use of different colors, sizes and other modifications to the image 
to make it recognizable by human and not by a machine, which are well know 
techniques to a person skilled in the art. Barring any unexpected results, all 
modifications and addition of noise included in claims 8-24 would have been obvious to 
a person skillful in the art of human interaction detection. 

13.4. Limitations of claims 25, 27-30 is substantially the same as claims 1, 3-24 above. 

13.5. As per claim 31 , Pinkas and Mizrah are directed to the method of claim 30, the 
acceptable answer being at least one of the following: a correct answer; and an 
answer consistently received from a percentage of users, whereby the percentage 
exceeds a minimum threshold (a correct answer is an acceptable answer in Pinkas). 

13.6. Claims 2, 26, and 65 have been cancelled by the applicant 

13.7. Limitations of claims 67 and 68 are substantially the same as claims 1, 3-25, 27- 
31 above. 
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Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Farid Homayounmehr whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3739. The examiner can be normally reached on 9 hrs Mon-Fri, off Monday 
biweekly. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on (571) 272-3799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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HIPs or PINs, require different techniques tq be solved, such as not only identifying individual 
elements, but also providing the correct order of the relevant elements." However, the PIN 
must also be entered in the correct order. A PIN, which is a plurality of objects 
(characters), and must be entered in sequence, represents an order-based problem, 
and applicant has not provided any reason to the contrary. 

Applicant further argues: "Pinkas et al does not utilize an order-based HIP to distinguish 
between a computer and a human." However, as described in the Abstract, Pinkas teaches 
identifiers in a format that is recognizable by a human and not readily recognizable by 
an automated agent. 

III. Reiection of Claims 6-31, 65. 67 and 68 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 

With regards to the above said claims, and particularly claim 25, applicant again argues 
that Order-based HIPs, unlike sequence-based HIPs or PINs, require different 
techniques to be solved, such as not only identifying individual elements, but also 
providing the correct order of the relevant elements. However, as mentioned above, the 
PIN must also be entered in the correct order, and therefore, meets the requirements of 
the claim. 

With regards to claim 25, the applicant also argues that Mizrah is not being used to 
teach the requirements of claim 25, and based on that reason concludes that Mizrah 
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does not teach the requirements of claim 25. However, the requirements of claim 25 are 
taught by Pinkas, as discussed above and detailed in the following section. Examiner 
also notes that the fact Mizrah is not being used in rejection of claim 25 is not an explicit 
or implicit admission that Mizrah does not teach the requirements of claim 25. 

35 use § 112 Sixth Paragraph 

4. Claim 68 uses the phrase "means for" to describe claim limitations, Therefore, 
the first prong of the 3-prong analysis to invoke treatment of the claim limitations under 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, Sixth paragraph is passed. However, the claim will not be treated under 
section 112, Sixth paragraph because the claim fails to pass the third prong of the 3- 
prong test. As described in the following rejection under sectioni 12 second paragraph, 
claim 68 fails to clearly define the invention. Particularly, the claim is directed to a 
system that includes a processor. The system is also recorded on a computer readable 
medium, but a processor cannot be recorded. Therefore, the general structure of the 
system is undefined. The claim also includes several "means" that are capable of 
execution by a computer. Therefore, it appears that the "means" is"software". However, 
"software" is not a structure. Therefore, the structure of the "means for" is not defined, 
and it is not possible to determine if the phrase "means for" is modified by the structure 
for achieving the specified function (see MPEP section 2181). Accordingly, the claim 
does not pass the third prong, and will not be treated under section 112, Sixth 
paragraph. 
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If the applicant intends to treat claim 68 under section 112, Sixth paragraph, the 
applicant is hereby requested to identify the parts of the specification /which explicitly 
state, with reference to the terms and phrases of the claim element, what structure or 
act performs the function recited in the claim element. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

. 5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1 , 67 and 68 rejected as failing to define the invention in the manner 
required by 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 

The claim(s) are narrative in form and replete with indefinite and functional or 
operational language. The structure which goes to make up the device must be clearly 
and positively specified. The structure must be organized and correlated in such a 
manner as to present a complete operative device. The claimed invention is directed to 
a system. As described by the claim, the system is recorded on a computer readable 
medium. The system also comprises a computer processor for executing software. 
Therefore, the system includes computer hardware (the processor), and the system is 
recorded on the computer readable medium. It is clear that the hardware cannot be 
recorded on computer readable medium. Therefore, the structure which goes to make 
up of the device is undefined. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

7. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, nnachine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

8. Claims 1-24. and 65, 67. and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

8.1 . Claims 1-24 are directed to a system, which per page 7, lines 23 to 30 of 
specification is defined as: "As used in this application, the terms "component" and 
"system" are intended to refer to a computer-related entity, either hardware, a 
combination of hardware and software, software, or software in execution. For example, 
a component may be, but is not limited to being, a process running on a processor, a 
processor, an object, an executable, a thread of execution, a program, and/or a 
computer. By way of illustration, both an application running on a server and the server 
can be a component. One or more components may reside within a process and/or 
thread of execution and a component may be localized on one computer and/or 
distributed between two or more computers." 

Therefore, applicant's claims 1-24 are directed to components that are computer 
software, which is a non-statutory subject matter. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



10. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Pinkas 
(US Patent Application publication No. 2004/0073813), filed 4/25/2003. 

10.1 . As per claim i, Pinkas is directed to a system facilitates identifying human 
interaction (abstract) comprising a computer processor for executing the following 
software components, the system is recorded on a computer-readable medium and 
capable of execution by a computer: an access control component that controls access 
to one of a computer-based action and computer-based application (parag. 21-22 
describes an authentication system, which is a form of an access control to computer 
applications); and an identification component that facilitates determining that access is 
initiated by a human (parag. 21, where RTT distinguishes between a human and an 
automated program), the identification component presenting an order-based problem 
to be solved before access is allowed (the pin must be identified by the user and 
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returned to the server for authentication. The pin must be entered in sequence, and 
therefore representing a solution to an order-based problem. This is clearly shown by 
Pinkas in, for example, parag 34), the order-based problem comprising an 
arrangement of a plurality of objects whereby a user is asked to correctly identify at 
least a subset of the objects as well as to identify them in a particular order (the pin is 
comprised of characters, which are a form of an object, and must be recognized and 
entered in order as described in rejection of claim 1) the order being based at least in 
part upon a set of instructions provided to the user (parag 31 to 34 indicates that the 
user must follow instructions to enter the PIN), and the identification component 
communicating with an order-based problem database to retrieve order-based 
problems as needed (As shown in Fig. 1 and associated text, the PIN is generated in 
item 103, which is in communication with the server. Note also that parag. 32 shows 
that the PIN information is stored in memory). 

10.2. As per claim 3, Pinkas is directed to the system of claim 2, the objects 
comprising images, pictures, shapes, characters, and other visual elements which are 
identifiable by a human (the characters in the pin are identifiable by a human). 

10.3. As per claim 4, Pinkas is directed to the system of claim 3, wherein any one of 
the images, pictures, shapes, characters, and other visual elements vary in at least one 
of size, dimension, color, and distortion (parag. 24). 
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10.4. As per claim 5, Pinkas is directed to the system of claim 1, the order-based 
problem being an order-based human interactive proof (HIP) (parag. 21 , where it is 
shown a human interaction is detected and use of RTT is suggested). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12, Claims 6-31, 65, 67, and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pinkas as applied to claims 1-5 above, and further in view of Mizrah 
(U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0225880, filed 5/7/2003), 

12.1 . As per claim 6, Pinkas Is directed to the system of claim 1 , the order-based 
problem being a "start to end" HIP wherein a user is required to find a path of a 
consistent type and identify objects such as characters along the path (per parag. 24, 
the characters must be recognized along a path from start to end. Pinkas suggests 
recognizing characters along a path. However, Pinkas does not specifically suggest 
recognizing a path. Mizrah clearly teaches recognizing a path buy the user in Figs. 8- 
12 and associated text. 
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Pinkas and Mizrah are analogous art as they are both directed to establishment of a 
secure channel between a user and a server. At the time of invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person skilled in art to incorporate Mizrah's teachings of recognizing 
a path to the system of Pinkas. The motivation to do so is suggested by Pinkas parag. 
24, where it suggests mapping the characters in different locations on screen, and also 
use of different patterns that is recognizable by a human). 

12.2. As per claim 7, Pinkas and Mizrah are directed to the system of claim 6, wherein 
the path of a consistent type comprises a subset of objects which are connected by a 
consistent type of connector, the connector being selected from a group consisting of 
any one of arrows, lines, dotted lines, dashed lines, and shapes (use of arrows to 
describe the path is suggested by Mizrah Fig. 9 and associated text). 

12.3. Limitations of claims 8-24 are directed to use and modification of different types 
of shapes and patterns, inclusion of background and foreground noise to partially 
obscure the objects, use of different colors, sizes and other modifications to the image 
to make it recognizable by human and not by a machine, which are well know 
techniques to a person skilled in the art. Barring any unexpected results, all 
modifications and addition of noise included in claims 8-24 would have been obvious to 
a person skillful in the art of human interaction detection. 

12.4. Limitations of claims 25, 27-30 is substantially the same as claims 1, 3-24 above. 
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12.5. As per claim 31 , Pinkas and Mizrah are directed to the method of claim 30, the 
acceptable answer being at least one of the following: a correct answer; and an 
answer consistently received from a percentage of users, whereby the percentage 
exceeds a minimum threshold (a correct answer is an acceptable answer in Pinkas). 

12.6. Claims 2, 26, and 65 have been cancelled by the applicant. 

12.7. Limitations of claims 67 and 68 are substantially the same as claims 1, 3-25, 27- 
31 above. 

Conclusion 

1 3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of . 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Farid Homayounmehr whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3739. The examiner can be normally reached on 9 hrs Mon-Fri, off Monday 
biweekly. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on (571) 272-3799. The fax phone number 

for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Farid Homayounmehr 
7/31/2007 
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